
EXPLANATION OF ABSENCE:
 1—Official Buisiness
 2—Necessarily Absent
 3—Illness
 4—Other

SYMBOLS:
 AY—Announced Yea
 AN—Announced Nay
 PY—Paired Yea
 PN—Paired Nay

YEAS (36) NAYS (62) NOT VOTING (2)
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(24 or 46%) (12 or 26%) (28 or 54%) (34 or 74%)        (1) (1)
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SENATE RECORD VOTE ANALYSIS
104th Congress September 12, 1996, 3:32 pm

2nd Session Vote No. 288 Page S-10372  Temp. Record

TREASURY APPROPRIATIONS/White House Political Appointees

SUBJECT: Treasury, Postal Service, and General Government Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1997 . . . H.R. 3756.
Feingold motion to table the committee amendment beginning on page 129, line 20.

ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE FAILED, 36-62

SYNOPSIS: As reported, H.R. 3756, the Treasury, Postal Service, and General Government Appropriations Bill for fiscal
year 1997, will provide $23.5 billion in new budget authority (BA) for the Department of the Treasury, Postal

Service, Executive Office of the President, and various independent agencies. This amount is $324 million more than the amount
provided in FY 1996, $175 million more than the amount provided in the House-passed bill, and $1.36 billion less than requested
by President Clinton.

The committee amendment beginning on page 129, line 20, would strike a provision in the House-passed bill that would cap
the number of executive branch political appointees at 2,300 (there are approximately 2,800 political appointees at present).

During debate, Senator Feingold moved to table the committee amendment. The motion to table is not debatable; however, some
debate preceded the making of the motion. Generally, those favoring the motion to table opposed the amendment; those opposing
the motion to table favored the amendment.

NOTE: Following the vote, the amendment was adopted by voice vote.

Those favoring the motion to table contended:

Last Congress a provision to reduce the number of political appointees to 2,000 was passed without comment. This year, the
House proposed a more modest reduction to only 2,300, and that proposal passed on an overwhelming bipartisan vote. This bill
contains an amendment to strike the House's proposal. The committee amendment should be tabled both to save money and to make
the Government operate more efficiently. The 1989 National Commission on the Public Service, otherwise known as the Volcker
Commission, noted that the President must have the flexibility to appoint staff that are ideologically compatible to help ensure that
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bureaucrats respond to the policy priorities that were actually mandated by the electorate at the ballot box. At the same time, however,
the commission also found that the number of political appointees that existed at that time was so high that it lessened the President's
control with too many layers of government. Paul Light, in his book "Thickening Government," found that in 1960 there were 17
layers of management at the top level of the Federal Government, and that by 1992 that number had grown to 32 layers of
management. In those years, the number of political appointees grew by a startling 430 percent. Making matters even more chaotic,
the average length of service of the political appointees in these positions is 2 years. By the time most of these people learn their jobs
they quit. The actual career civil servants who run the Federal Government are insulated from the President by these constantly
changing layers of political appointees. Yet another problem is that the high turnover and the high number of positions to fill makes
it an administrative headache to keep the positions filled. Every year for the past several decades the length of time that it has taken
to fill empty positions has grown. The average length of time to fill a position when Kennedy was President was 2.4 months; now
it is 8.5 months. The Volcker Commission recommended a cap of 2,000 political appointees. Right now, we have 2,800. If we were
to get rid of 800 of these highly compensated positions, the President would be able to implement his policies more effectively plus
we would save money. Some Senators have suggested that we ought not to force this reform on the President because he is doing
such a good job of cutting the bureaucracy. We disagree. Going from 1993, the last budget implemented by President Bush, to
President Clinton's proposed FY 1997 budget, defense civilian personnel will have been cut by 18 percent, while nondefense
personnel will have been cut by just 5 percent. President Clinton's "reinventing" Government has been basically a proposal to keep
the rest of Government employment fairly steady while gutting defense. Three-fourths of his cuts and proposed cuts in Federal
civilian personnel have been out of the Defense Department. Further, he has kept the number of political appointees at well above
the recommended level of 2,000. Our point, though, is not to criticize President Clinton. The number of political appointees has been
too high in recent decades under Republican and Democratic Presidents alike. We need to reduce that number in order both to cut
wasteful spending and to make the bureaucracy more responsive to the President. Therefore, the committee amendment should be
tabled.

Those opposing the motion to table contended:

We share our colleagues' desire to reduce Federal spending, and we agree that it may be appropriate to reduce the number of
political appointees, but the action they suggest is not appropriate. We should let the Administration make careful cuts in the areas
that it determines are appropriate. This Administration has been taking exactly that course. By the end of FY 1996, the Federal
workforce will have been cut by 214,000, which is ahead of schedule in reaching the goal set by the President of a 272,900 reduction
in the Federal workforce. Further, this President has made a 6 percent reduction in the number of political appointees. Our colleagues,
though, want us to make a one-third reduction. That reduction might make it more difficult for the President to implement his policies.
Political positions are not simply sinecures for presidential cronies; they are necessary slots to make certain that the bureaucracy
follows the President's wishes instead of its own biases. We are sympathetic to the argument that too many political appointees might
actually make it more difficult to lead Federal agencies, but we do not think this meat-ax approach is prudent, especially given this
President's proven ability to reduce the bureaucracy. Therefore, we urge our colleagues not to table this amendment.
 


